ditional logic, JOSEPH'S Introduction to Logic. Over against it stood SUSAN STEBBING'S Modern Introduction to Logic. We all took the difference in title to be deliberate and the difference in the treatment of the subject in the two books justified this assumption.
Does Has FARMER any justification for opening the question anew? Without committing myself at this point to a conclusion, it seems to me that in principle he has three grounds. First, the textual critics of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries who established the view that Mark ended at xvi 8, were influenced by the maxim lectio byeuioy potior. We may see reason for thinking, that, stated absolutely, this maxim widely as it was accepted has no validity. We can see reasons for thinking that the shorter text is right at Mt. xvi 2-3 and the longer text is right at Lk. xxiv 51, but this maxim is not one of them.
Secondly, it is quite clear that WESTCOTT and HORT in making their decision about the ending of Mark, were influenced by the fact that in B, their Neutral Text, the Gospel ended at xvi 8. Again, as we may see elsewhere, the cult of the best manuscript has since then lost ground and scholars are realising nowadays more and more that we have to judge readings by their merits and not by the manuscripts that have them.
Thirdly, WESTCOTT and HORT make much play with the history of the text and the genealogical method. Since then we have been forced to realise that the answers to our questions do not come to us by this route. FARMER himself has written of the study of the external evidence, "It does not produce the evidential grounds for a definitive solution to the problem".
( usw (p. 451-2) . This means that the great majority of deliberate changes in the text were made at a time when our knowledge of the history of the text is slight or non-existent, namely in the latter part of the first century and in the second century A.D.
